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Applying Student Number Controls to Alternative Providers with Designated Courses. Response form 

There is no obligation to use this form when responding, but doing so will make your responses easier to analyse. There is no obligation to answer all questions. We look further to receiving your feedback.

The Department may, in accordance with the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information, make available, on public request, individual responses.
The closing date for this consultation is 23 January 2013
Please return completed forms to:

Simon Batchelor,
Higher Education Directorate

Department for Business, Innovation and Skills

2 St Pauls Place,

125 Norfolk Street,

Sheffield S1 2FJ

Telephone:
0114 207 5015
Email:
HE.consultation@bis.gsi.gov.uk 
Question 1

Name of organisation (or name of person if the response is a personal response and is not submitted on behalf of an organisation)?
What type of organisation is it? (e.g. Alternative Provider, HEI, FEC, Regulatory Body etc.)
	The City College   [University House, 55 East Road, LONDON N1 6AH] www.citycollege.ac.uk   02072531133/1155
Alternative Provider


Question 2 

Do you have a preference for Method 1 (control based on eligible students) or Method 2 (control based on students accessing funding)? If so, why is this? 
 

	Method One.  A level playing field is essential in higher education as the present system is loaded against the private sector. 


Question 3 
What is your view on submission of data to HESA? Do you think designated courses at alternative providers should participate in the Key Information Set and therefore complete the National Student Survey and Destination of Leavers in Higher Education survey (if student numbers are large enough to permit this)?
	This should not be a problem


Question 4 
Are there any other methods for controlling student numbers on designated courses at alternative providers that you would recommend instead of Method 1 or Method 2?  
	Why is it felt necessary to control student numbers at alternative providers when the statement has already been made that the aim is to create a more level playing field.  Is the intention to benefit the State sector over the Private sector?


Question 5 
Do you agree that there should be an exemption from student number controls for alternative providers with small numbers of students accessing student support? If so, do you have suggestions as to how the Department should define ‘very small’? 

	Alternative providers should be treated exactly the same as State providers.


Question 6 
Equality considerations: Do you think that the proposals for applying student number controls will have any equality implications (e.g. positive, negative, or neutral) for people with protected characteristics (as set out in the Equality Act 2010), or people from low income groups?
  What impacts might there be and do you have any evidence of possible impacts?
	There is much inequality within these proposals and the author should consider the implications very carefully. 
There is much evidence of possible impacts, one only has to consider the 500+ private college closures over the past 12 months due to an uneven playing field caused by UK Border Agency [UKBA] legislation that is slanted towards the State sector.  The private sector  [alternative providers] have already been treated unfairly by the UKBA and this is presently subject to Judicial Review with consequential large financial losses to the department [UKBA].


Question 7 
Do you have any other comments on the proposals within this consultation document? 
	The paper has made it clear that there should be stringent financial checks on alternative providers and yet if the same financial checks were made on State universities then they would not meet the required level of due diligence!  This is not a level playing field & neither are many other aspects of the paper which show that, once again, the focus is on and against the private providers which are coyly described as ‘alternative providers’. [OED = mutually exclusive]
Page 3/Para 2.     It is suggested that any attempt to apply student number controls should be delayed until the ‘level playing field’ has been established as stated in recent Government documents.

Page 5/Para 11.    In the ‘Rationale for reform it is stated that ‘alternative providers are not subject to tuition charge caps or the requirements of the independent Director for Fair Access.  We regard this statement as somewhat bizarre because private providers routinely charge less than the State sector for similar educational products and, once again, it indicates a lack of understanding of the private [alternative provider] sector with the possible aim of muddying the waters by initiating controls that are unnecessary.  If the Office for Fair Access [OFFA] was really interested in assisting the alternative providers then the so-called ‘level playing field’ would have come into force many months ago.
Page 8/Para 1.1.3     This paragraphs states ‘We intend to change the criteria for automatic designation in the regulations to tie this more clearly to publicly funded institutions that are subject to student number controls’.  This is a clear discriminatory policy against the alternative provider.
Page 9/Para 1/3/1    The new designation system of ensuring financial sustainability, management and governance would, if applied equitably across all educational providers, would exclude a number of universities.

Page 13/Para 1.4.3    It is interesting that HEFCE will undertake regular monitoring of providers, this is in addition to the QAA annual review and in addition to the UKBA inspections!!!!  One also assumes that HEFCE will also monitor the ‘alternative providers’.

Page 15/Para 2.2.2    With providers having to supply new data to HEFCE is it to be assumed that Parliament is going to approve new terms of reference for HEFCE to obtain this information?  Are HEFCE in a position or even prepared to take on all this extra work?
Page 17/Para 2.2.11   This paragraph deals with additional administrative burdens upon the educational provider – is this really necessary when the Government continually reports in Parliament of its intention to reduce bureaucracy? 




Thank you for taking the time to let us have your views. We do not intend to acknowledge receipt of individual responses unless you tick the box below:

Please acknowledge this reply

 FORMCHECKBOX 

At BIS we carry out our research on many different topics and consultations. As your views are valuable to us, would it be okay if we were to contact you again from time to time either for research or to send through consultation documents? 

* FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes    

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No
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URN 12/1292RF
� Section 149(1) of the Equality Act 2010 imposes a duty on Ministers to have due regard to three specified equality matters when exercising their functions. These are: a) eliminating discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other conduct that is prohibited by the Act; b) advancing equality of opportunity  between people who share a relevant protected characteristic and people who do not share it; and c) fostering good relations between people who share a relevant protected characteristic and people who do not share it. The Equality Duty covers the following protected characteristics: age, disability, gender, gender reassignment, pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief and sexual orientation. The duty to have due regard to the need to eliminate discrimination also covers marriage and civil partnerships.





